Population / Participants / Subjects: Description of the participants in the study: who, how many, key features, or characteristics.
A total of 125 students who were enrolled in Tier 2 had complete data and are included in the current sample. Nearly half were female, 45% of students were White, 41% Black, 8% Hispanic, and 6% of students belonged to other ethnic groups. Sixty-six percent (n = 82) of students qualified for free and reduced lunch, and 14% (n = 17) had an individualized education program. This sample was selected from an earlier study. The Year 1 cohort (n = 712) represented a developmental sample of students followed from the fall of first grade through the end of fourth grade. We used first-grade word identification fluency (WIF) progress monitoring data and endof-second-grade reading deficiency status to estimate WIF performance cut-points (i.e., level and slope) associated with end-of-second-grade reading deficiency. These WIF cut-points were used to categorize students as unresponsive to Tier 2 intervention in the Years 2 and 3 cohorts. The Years 2 and 3 cohorts (n =624) were first-grade students involved in a randomized control trial (RCT) examining the efficacy of 14 weeks of supplementary intervention for students identified as unresponsive to Tier 1 instruction (Gilbert et al., 2013) . However, the control group from this sample could not be included in this analysis because they received only Tier 1 services. This accounts, in part, for the decrease in sample size.
Intervention / Program / Practice:
Description of the intervention, program, or practice, including details of administration and duration.
The intervention was assignment to receive Tier 2 reading intervention and support services, in the form of tutoring sessions in the middle of the school year. Students received tutoring from trained research assistants in small groups (two to three students per group) for 45 minutes three times per week in addition to their classroom reading instruction. Treatment was considered Tier 2 because it comprised scripted, supplemental tutoring program that focused on phonological awareness, sight words, letter sounds, decoding, and reading fluency.
Research Design: Description of the research design.
The control group for the original study, from which this sample is drawn, consisted of students receiving only Tier 1 reading instruction. This study focuses on responsiveness to Tier 2, so the comparison group for this analysis is students receiving Tier 2 intervention services. Although this is not an experimental control group, it allows for an exploration of the factors and outcomes associated with the group who responds to intervention services compared with those who do not.
Data Collection and Analysis:
Description of the methods for collecting and analyzing data.
Unresponsiveness to Tier 2 intervention was classified in two ways for the purposes of examining whether profiles of responders and nonresponders would differ depending on how performance was operationalized. The sample of 125 students was first classified as responders or nonresponders based on a composite score of reading performance at the end of first grade. Summed weighted standardized scores for untimed word identification and word attack, timed sight word reading and decoding, and reading comprehension at the end of first grade were used to create this composite. The weighted factor for each of the word identification and decoding measures was .167 and .333 for the comprehension measure. Nonresponders were those whose scores were below the 16th percentile on this reading composite (n = 23; 18.4%).
The second method of group classification was growth on the word identification fluency (WIF) progress monitoring data. At the end of the 14 weeks of Tier 2 tutoring, the locally normed WIF cut-points were used to identify nonresponders to Tier 2 instruction (intercept below = 21.41 words; slope below 16th percentile = 0.67 words/week). This procedure yielded 31 nonresponders (24.8%) to Tier 2 intervention.
The measures for this study focus on reading at the word level. Four academic measures were used in the current study that assessed word identification and decoding skills (word identification, word attack, sight word efficiency, phonemic decoding). In addition, there were nine cognitive measures that measured skills related to rapid naming, phonemic awareness, language, nonverbal problem-solving, and attention. For the purposes of this study, we consider cognitive skills that focus on the students' processing and do not involve reading.
Analysis of Variance for repeated measures yielded a profile analysis for each of the outcome measures. Two separate profile analyses were run to examine differences in unresponsiveness based on different criteria used to classify students as adequate and inadequate responders: end of first grade reading composite vs. progress monitoring WIF data.
Findings / Results: Description of the main findings with specific details.
Two separate analyses were run for each of the academic and cognitive profiles, based on groups being identified using the two sets of classification described (i.e., reading composite and WIF). For each analysis, the between-subjects factor was response group (responders vs. nonresponders), and the within-subjects variables were the academic or cognitive measures.
The main effect for response group, referred to as the elevation effect, represents differences between groups averaged across all measures. Within profile analysis, the interaction between group and measures, referred to as the shape effect, represents differences in the shape of the profile across groups (see Tabachnick & Fidell, 2006) .
Responders' profiles differ from those of nonresponders when scores are averaged across domains, which is consistent with what we know about the characteristics of students who do not respond adequately to Tier 2 interventions (Al Otaiba & Fuchs, 2002; Fletcher et al., 2011; Nelson et al., 2003) . Only the analyses comparing groups using the WIF classification revealed significant shape effects for academic and cognitive profiles. Effect sizes for the difference between nonresponding and responding students on all outcome variables are shown in the attached Table 1 .
Conclusions: Description of conclusions, recommendations, and limitations based on findings.
The limited sample size and absence of an experimentally determined control group present limitations for inference. However, the analysis shows that the choice of method to define unresponsiveness can influence which students appear unresponsive and consequently move to Tier 3 to receive more intensive services.
